This essay offers an overview of the history of the Mongolian economic and political system as it relates to the administration of mobile pastoralism, with an emphasis on Mongolia's economic and political structures since independence and the establishment of the socialist People's Republic of Mongolia in 1924. Attention to the history of the region unsettles common discourses that portray herder livelihoods as fixed in time and place and shows how herding has been part of Mongolian governance systems over the course of its long history.
sinophobia in the form of graffiti and the exchange of urban myths (see Billé 2015; Delaplace 2010 ). Yet the influence of both China and Russia is palpable in material form, with imports from both countries accounting for over 60 per cent of trade. Over 80 per cent of Mongolia's exports went to China in the first half of 2015 (Bank of Mongolia 2015) . In this geopolitical squeeze, the Mongolian national identity is expressed in part through attention to cultural heritage based on rural ways of life and notions of purity of cultural form (Bulag 1998; Byambajav 2015; Marsh 2009; Maydar and Rae 2015; Sneath 2010a ).
In the portrayal of a timeless nomadism by outsiders, and the popularisation of nomadic cultural heritage within Mongolia, it is easy to lose sight of pastoralism as a livelihood and form of work. The idea that herding is a livelihood, which anyone can pursue or depart from, is often not emphasized in accounts that frame herders as timeless, homogeneous, and fixed in the steppe landscape. Humphrey and Sneath (1999) advocated for the end of the use of the term "nomadism" to refer to Mongolian pastoralists in order to disrupt these powerful associations and to show how government policies have shaped environments and herding livelihoods differently over time. Humphrey and Sneath argue that mobile pastoralist systems in the region of Inner Asia are a specialized form of production that can exist within a variety of political and economic administrative systems, as the history of the region and the differing systems of China, Russia, and Mongolia have demonstrated.
They write, "far from being a practice associated with the most backward herders, highly mobile livestock herding is often the basis for the most efficient, wide-ranging, well-coordinated, and specialized production, and that it is compatible with technologically advanced and profit-oriented economic activity" (1999, p. 1) . At the same time, they show that mobile pastoralist systems are threatened when mobility is curtailed and related knowledge, relations, and administrative structures that enable mobile systems are disrupted (Humphrey and Sneath 1996a , 1996b , 1999 3), often through state policies that subscribe to myths about pastoralism as backward and incompatible with modern systems. For example, China has pursued a resettlement policy for herders in Inner Mongolia and Tibet based on a combination of ideas about national development and environmental degradation.
Government policies restrict mobility by requiring livestock to graze within enclosures or banning the herding of certain livestock altogether (Cao et al 2013; Williams 1996; Yeh 2003) . In addition to direct government policies such as forced settlement, restrictions on grazing territories, burdensome taxes, the location of social resources and infrastructures in urban areas in combination with ideologies about social development also affect the extent to which pastoralists can practice mobile livelihoods.
Early Political Systems and Group Membership
Written records from as early as the 13 th century such as The Secret History of Mongolia, the 17 th century Altan Tobchi, as well as records on the jurisdiction of land disputes, bureaucratic reports, and reports from foreign travellers since that time illustrate a long record of administration of pastoralist territories around socio-political units (Atwood 2004 (Atwood , 2012 Bawden 1982 Bawden , 1984 Humphrey 1995; Sneath 2007 ). In the 13 th century, socio-political groups were organised according to a military-based command system that divided households into tumens. Further subdivisions were the "thousand" household unit constituted by smaller groups of a hundred or several hundred. Each household belonged to a unit, which had a specific territorial basis and these units were under the leadership of the Imperial court (Atwood 2012, p. 28; Sneath 2001 Sneath , 2007 . Sneath writes, "in the Chinggisid era the term ulus ('people,' 'nation') meant something very much like patrimony, domain, or appanage…" (2007, p. 168) . These territorial units were the basis for systems of taxation and defined pasture use boundaries. Atwood (2012) has argued that Mongolian society has retained a form of territorybased group membership in larger state systems over the course of its history, reflected also in the later 16 th century socio-territorial units and the administrative structures of the Qing Dynasty until the early 20 th century. He supports the view that Mongolian history has been characterised by continuity in social organisation rather than social upheaval and revolutionary changes. Further, Atwood develops the "appanage community" approach to understanding socio-political organisation. He defines an appanage community as a territory with some prescribed boundaries, which was under the jurisdiction of an authority, such as a nobleman. The inhabitants of these territories had certain rights to use the territory's resources as members of the community based on social position and relation to the authority figure; these relations were not necessarily based on kinship. Concepts of kinship, such as the obligations between parents and children or seniors and juniors were expressed in hierarchical political statuses. Atwood describes this system as having a "distinctive patrimonial and kin-like coloration" (2012, p. 4), even outside of descent-based lineages.
Mobility was practiced within local nutag (homelands), and involved the seasonal return to pastures.
Similarly, Sneath (2007) has argued that power structures in Inner Asia resemble a "headless state." Sneath shows how translations of early Mongolian texts reflect the biases of colonialist and orientalist social theories, which framed nomadic societies as tribal or clanbased. For instance, records from the 13 th century, which referred to aristocratic positions, such as a "duke" were translated instead as "chief" (2007, p. 64 (Sneath 2000) .
In Southern Bayanhongor province, for example, a large monastery organised the long seasonal migrations between the Gobi to the south and the mountainous regions to the north (Fernandez-Gimenez 1999) . Humphrey (1992b) estimates that up to one quarter of the Mongolian male population was affiliated with these monasteries as either monks or labourers. Additionally, monasteries and nobles were further tied to the Qing administration through trade and debt (Atwood 2003; Sneath 2003 whose direction shall they be deal with-that of the zasag, the lord of the pastures, or the zasag in charge of the offenders? (1984, p. 552) I quote this passage at length to drawn attention to the role of local governors, such as Azar, in addressing the economic and social concerns of the people living within his jurisdiction.
These newcomers threaten his authority and economic base and he appeals to higher authorities to establish a protocol for mitigating such events. High and Schlesinger (2010) have discussed similar boundary transgressions by foreign gold miners during the Qing period. These miners and their collaborators received harsh punishment for violating
Mongolian land use customs and violating the social and cosmological order. Also, they were seen as threats to the integrity of the banner administrative system, which enforced separation between ethnic groups.
The contemporary political divisions of Mongolia bear a resemblance to the Qing system, with households belonging as registered members to a bag subdivision, headed by a zasag darga. The term zasag and its connotations are valuable to underscore. Both Humphrey (1992b) and Kaplonski (2006) have discussed the prevalence of morally correct behaviour being associated with an exemplar figure. This has important implications for modes of governance, which is reflected in the word zasag. As Kaplonski has discussed, zasag refers to "government," but is based on the word which means "to correct" (2006, p. 84) . This idea of government links rulers (exemplars) with subjects based on moral expectations about the regulation of correct behaviour (see also Humphrey 2008) . The exemplar and the appanage community unit are two general concepts that have maintained continuity over time and which are important heuristic devices to think through modes of governance today.
The People's Republic of Mongolia (MPR)
After defeat at the hands of the Japanese in the late 19 th century, the Qing Dynasty was in a weak position to manage its far-reaching territory, which was under threat from the Russians Compulsory schooling for the children of herders and the dormitory system were part of a larger organisation of public and private life in the framework of cooperatives or collectives.
Rural cultural centers were another manifestation of the deliberate production of socialist subjectivities. Marsh (2006) cashmere, and furs (Ovdiyenko 1965) . The state reorganised pastoralism as a national economy, introducing mechanised transport, new fodder systems, and breeds. Incentives were also designed to reward men and women for productive work and contributions to society, such as the Honour of Motherhood given to mothers with more than four children (Hodges et al 2007, p. 14) or "Herdsman with a good herd" (Badamkhatan 1981 (Badamkhatan [2010 , p. 1016).
Socialist writing in the 1950s characterized practices of mobile pastoralism as "extremely backward" (Ovdiyenko 1965, p. 3) . To reconcile this supposed backwardness, in the mid-1950s, the Soviet Union increased its aid to Mongolia, which included financial aid as well as the provision of factories, machinery, equipment, and other industrial supplies (Dupuy et al 1970) . The state administration made a focused effort in transforming pastoralism into a national enterprise around the establishment of collectivized production.
Broadly defined, collectivisation organised agricultural production into state farms and agricultural associations or co-operatives referred to as negdel (Atwood 2004) . In the 1930's herders contested the collectivisation project and protested by slaughtering their own livestock (Humphrey 1978) . According to one source, herders killed seven million livestock in an act of resistance to the first five-year collectivisation plan starting in 1931 (Dupuy et al 1970, p. 298) . Steimann (2011) reports that around the same time period Kyrgyz pastoralists similarly opposed Soviet collectivisation measures and people slaughtered animals out of protest.
Collectivisation was a long process, which involved the gradual incorporation of livestock into negdel organisations, which were administered by the sum (Atwood 2004; Szynkiewicz 1968) . A Russian language text from this time period describes the social and economic transformations in Mongolia as a leading example for other socialist countries:
The Mongolian people are creating a new geography of production forces. During the years of the first five-year plan (1948) (1949) (1950) (1951) (1952) , the second five-year plan (1953) (1954) (1955) (1956) (1957) and the three-year plan (1958) (1959) (1960) Lenin's decree that Mongolia should bypass capitalism involved substantial financial and technical support from the Soviet Union. A series of five-year and three-year plans were created to develop Mongolia's agricultural sector to match the Soviet system of mechanized production (Bawden 1960; Bradsher 1972) . Prior to the third five-year plan of 1961-1965, the Soviet Union delivered an aid package including huge amounts of technical assistance: machinery such as tractors, combine harvesters, trucks, and livestock. They sponsored the electrification programme, provided free training and education for Mongolian students to study in the Soviet Union, and also extended a 615 million-rouble loan. At this time, the Chinese also provided the Mongolian government with a loan of 200 million roubles (Dupuy et al 1970, p. 303) . Bulag wrote of this time period, "In a bizarre competition between the Soviet Union and China to control Mongolia, both sides extended huge aid to Mongolia, which led to the rapid development of infrastructure in Mongolia" (Bulag 1998, p. 15).
Throughout this time period, Mongolia's economy was dependent on foreign aid and trade relations with the Soviet bloc.
Collectivisation of Livestock
By the late 1960s, the government succeeded in institutionalising the collectivisation of livestock herding despite continued opposition by herders. By 1967, about 75 per cent of livestock was state property, with families retaining small private herds, usually around 25-75 animals depending on the region (Sneath 2003 , Ressel 2005 . Each sum or countylike district made up a negdel, or collective farm. Each sum had a center, or settlement, and herder households lived on surrounding pastureland and were organised into production brigades (Sneath 2000) . To this end, individuals would specialise in taking care of a specific breed, sometimes further refined to a group of livestock with the breed, such as lactating goats, ewes, etc. These specialized units were called suur, usually consisting of up to ten families (Szynkiewicz 1968) . The collectives received production orders from the state and were paid fixed prices for quotas of raw materials (Sneath 2000) . Herders received a salary from the state for their work (Sneath 2003) . The administration of the sum dictated production plans and work schedules. The sum was also the location of local schools and dormitories for school children, health facilities, social centers, and public administration buildings. The sum administrators were elected officials who held office for two years (Szynkiewicz 1968) .
By the late 1960s, around 90 per cent of Mongolia's exports were livestock products (Dupuy et al 1970, p. 308 Mongolia's crisis lies within the public sector, both in reducing the extremely high fiscal deficits and in restructuring the public finance system to one suited to a market economy"
(1992, p. 12-13).
At the same time, administrative restructuring incurred a heavy cost for Mongolia (Nixson et al 2000) . As Nixson et al (2000) have argued, there was little consideration of the fit between the reform plans adopted by Mongolia and the situation of the country at the time.
Shock therapy reforms were applied in an idealistic manner without considering the "actual process or goals of transition" (p. xv). They write, "…the pursuit of narrowly economic objectives has meant that many of the real achievements of the socialist period, particularly in education, health, and gender equity, are being sacrificed for little gains in terms of economic benefits for the majority of the population" (p. xvi). The government focused on rapid privatisation as a primary method of establishing a market economy. The fall-out of this process has been significant problems with distribution and an increase in poverty and wealth inequality ( The unemployment due to the termination of state-sponsored jobs increased the number of people reliant on herding for income and food security, including many with limited skills in livestock husbandry (Diener 2011; Janzen 2005) . At this time, household mobility was compromised due to the lack of reliable motorized transport or draft animals, need for proximity to markets, and in some cases, the poor herding knowledge or skills of new herders (Spoor 1996) . Sneath (2003 Sneath ( , 2004 property, agricultural products, and labour. These changes have generated a number of forms of insecurity, ranging from spiritual to food insecurities, which are rooted in the fluctuating qualities of Mongolia's liberal economy and regional geopolitics (Højer 2007; Humphrey 1985; Narmandakh and Khan 2012; Pedersen 2011; Pedersen and Højer 2008; Sneath 2003; Spoor 1996; Templer, Swift, and Payne 1993) . Despite these changes, many aspects of government administration are familiar to past systems. Land, although subject to new ownership laws, continues to be owned by the state and is protected as a common resource in the 1992 national constitution (Sanders 1992) . Administrative districts and local government organisations also retain the same basic structure as during the socialist period, although there is a push for decentralisation of local decision making in rural areas. Additionally, cultural identities associated with pastoralism have been sources of power for elites and the control of territorial resources, faintly resembling appanage relations of the past.
